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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITION OF TERMS USED 
Instruction in the public schools is a popular con-
cern of professionals and laymen alike. In accordance with 
different standards, each wants to see the school program 
improved. That the role of the teaching staff is crucial 
in any school improvement program is generally accepted by 
all. 
An efficient school staff is more than an assemblage 
of technically qualified individuals. In addition to the 
necessary professional knowledges and skills, its members 
have developed common objectives, group loyalties, compe-
tence in group problem solving, and they generally have a 
high morale. Any attempt to improve the school must make 
use of this professionally trained staff. 
The present trend in educational evaluation is to use 
the staff in some type of self-evaluation procedure. Even 
if self-evaluation does no more than sensitize school per-
sonnel to the deficiencies of the school and encourage them 
to make improvements, it is worth the effort. 
Educational evaluation describes something in terms 
of selected attributes and judges the degree of accept-
ability or suitability of what has been described. Any 
aspect of the school program may be described and judged. 
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School evaluation involves many things. It involves (1) a 
thorough knowledge of what is taking place in the school 
and the effects of school atmosphere on the students, (2) 
an analysis of an existing condition with the objective of 
improvement through positive planning, (3) a description of 
what is taking place in the schools, praising what is good 
and criticizing the poor practices, and a projection into 
the future to see if present education will serve the needs 
of students as they become adults and live in an adult 
society. 
School critics have had free reign in the past few 
years. Recent advances by Russian scientists gave these 
critics ample material for their writings. Publishers were 
willing to pay these critics and people, surprised by 
Russian advances, were anxious to read about and condemn 
the American school system. Many critics lacked access to 
school records and did not have adequate background in 
educational procedures to form valid conclusions. Usually 
their purpose was to make money or to build their own 
prestige rather than to point out real weaknesses of the 
schools or to suggest improvements. Often based on faulty 
information and isolated cases, their conclusions were not 
accurate and served only to encourage educators to take 
another look at their schools. This 11 look 11 necessitated 
accurate, unbiased evaluation. 
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Several methods of evaluation have been developed in 
the past. All of these have strong points, but they also 
have weaknesses. Attempts have been made to improve exist-
ing methods, but often this improvement has only added to 
the length or made the system more complicated. At present 
there is no satisfactory method to tell adequately how good 
a school is or what weaknesses specific departments might 
have. 
I. THE PROBLEM 
Statement of the problem. The purpose of this study 
was to develop a "Q-sort" set that would assist in the 
evaluation of instruction in a small high school. 
Importance of the study. Evaluation must precede 
logical change. Without an adequate method of assessing 
what present conditions are, change is likely to proceed in 
uncharted directions. Educators need to recognize and 
utilize good processes as well as to develop better ones. 
They also need to know what poor procedures are in order 
to avoid or eliminate them. Any procedures, techniques, or 
methods that more effectively involve the staff in the 
evaluation and reasonable application of evaluation results 
are welcomed by most staff members. Staff reactions to 
most current evaluations are: 
1. The present systems are not complete and the 
results lack meaning. 
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2. Since most evaluations require one or two years 
to complete, the school collects a vast amount 
of material but is usually too exhausted or dis-
couraged to use it. 
3. The present systems, requiring many forms to 
be filled out, demand considerable time. Many 
staff meetings are used to complete this task 
that could be done more effectively by a small 
committee. 
4. The people involved in doing the evaluation are 
not a part of the early planning. 
Hypothesis. The school evaluator is interested in 
the question, "Is the school's instruction as good as it 
should be?" The most logical people to answer the question 
are those closely related to the school program. The 
writer's hypothesis is: 
l. The Q-technique can be applied in evaluating the 
instruction that takes place in the secondary 
school classroom. 
2. Instruction can be evaluated against itself by 
the use of the Q-technique. 
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3. The school personnel, made up of the administra-
tors, teachers, and students, can perform this 
task. 
4. weaknesses in classroom instruction can be found 
by the use of the Q-technique so that steps can 
be taken to improve instruction. 
II. DEFINITION OF TERMS USED 
Q-sort. Q-sort refers to the process developed in 
1953 by William Stephenson and defined by Cronbach (5:414-5): 
Stephenson's method calls for the preparation of a 
set of phrases covering the aspects of personality or 
performance that concern those who will use the report. 
There is no single list of statements for Q-sorting, 
since the traits to consider in selecting executives 
may differ a great deal from the descriptions useful 
in appraising patients during psychotheraphy. . . • 
The statements or phrases are written on separate 
cards. The rater is told to sort the cards into 
eleven piles, with those most descriptive of the 
subject in the first pile and those least descriptive 
of the subject in the eleventh. The rater must place 
a specified number of items in each pile. The number 
of cards and the number of piles may differ in differ-
ent studies. 
This study used fifty cards and ten piles. The sorter 
was required to place five cards in each pile. 
Descriptive appraisal. Descriptive appraisal refers 
to the evaluation procedure developed by Alfred T. Mccallum, 
Washington State Supervisor of Secondary Education. 
Small secondary school. A small secondary school 
includes grades nine through twelve and has an enrollment 
of less than five hundred. 
Real sort. This refers to arranging cards in the 
order of the appropriate description of the current 
instructional program. 
Ideal sort. This refers to arranging cards in the 
order that describes the best possible instructional 
program. 
III. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
This study was limited to the selection of appro-
priate Q-sort cards to use in evaluating instruction in a 
small secondary school. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
A great deal of material has been written on evalua-
tion as applied to the high school. These writings were 
summarized and applied in "Descriptive Appraisal" (13) and 
"Evaluative Criteria" (18). A review of these two instru-
ments is given here. 
The Q-sort technique was developed by William 
Stephenson in 1953 and enlarged upon and used by others. 
Even though this method has been used largely in personality 
and trait analysis, a short review of the "Q" literature is 
also given here. 
Literature on evaluation. The descriptive appraisal 
(13) developed by Mccallum consists of a thirty-two page 
mimeographed pamphlet. He has divided the school into nine 
areas to be evaluated. The school faculty is organized into 
committees to work out the evaluation in each of the nine 
areas. 
The committee on school philosophy and objectives 
must make a survey of the community and then formulate a 
philosophy or compare the survey findings to the present 
philosophy to see if the school objectives are in line with 
those of the community. 
The second item to consider is the curriculum. 
principal or department heads work on this section. 
The 
It 
involves filling out forms showing subject offerings, 
student enrollments, and teacher assignments. Following 
these forms are seven subjective questions to answer. The 
answers to these questions should show the trends in 
curriculum development. 
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The third section deals with teaching. It is only 
one page in length and asks for subjective information very 
difficult to evaluate. These answers could be interpreted 
as describing good or bad teaching, depending on the point 
of view of the teacher or the evaluating committee. 
The fourth section has to do with staff. This part 
rates the training, experience, certification, tenure, and 
student load of each teacher. 
The next section attempts to find the students' 
abilities. Teachers chart and graph the I.Q. and other test 
scores of members of the last graduating class in order to 
graphically portray students' abilities. Comparing these 
with a follow up study of the graduates can determine how 
adequately the needs of the students were met. 
The sixth area evaluated is the library. This sec-
tion is quite complete as it goes into the physical plant, 
circulation, number of books, classification of books, 
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training of help, and use of the room. 
The treatment of the guidance and counseling program 
is very limited, dealing only with personnel and facilities. 
Guidance practices of the classroom teacher are given some 
consideration and are rated on a five point scale. 
The school plant and instructional materials are 
considered together. All available teaching aids are 
listed and are rated adequate or inadequate as the committee 
sees them. 
Mccallum presented this plan of evaluation at a number 
of principals' meetings in the state of Washington. It was 
tried out in a few schools, but the results were not suffi-
ciently encouraging for him to continue its use. The 
results from these studies were never publicized and the 
plan was apparently discontinued. 
Evaluative Criteria. lTobably the most thorough and 
best known method of evaluating a secondary school is by 
use of Evaluative Criteria (18). This instrument was first 
developed in 1940 by Cooperative Study of Secondary School 
Standards, a committee from the regional accrediting 
associations. This work was revised in 1950 and again in 
1960. 
In 1959, the name of the committee was changed to 
National Study of Secondary School Evaluation. 
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The general procedure is a self-evaluation using the 
forms printed in Evaluative Criteria, with a subsequent 
check by a visiting committee of teachers, administrators, 
and specialists. This method has been used by thousands of 
schools throughout the United States. Modified and trans-
lated editions have been used in India, Egypt, Cuba, and 
Japan. 
Some regional accrediting associations require new 
schools to complete this evaluation before they will 
accredit them. 
To allow for differences in schools because of their 
location, size, environment, financial support, abilities 
of students, needs of communities, etc., the personnel of 
each school formulates the philosophy and objectives of the 
school. The evaluations may be considered as ratios of 
accomplishment compared to what should be done to satisfy 
the philosophy and objectives of the school. 
In order for a school to use this system of appraisal 
it would first need to secure the manual and printed forms 
and materials. Committees would be selected to formulate a 
philosophy that would meet the approval of faculty, school 
board, and community. Then other committees would make the 
evaluations and record them on the check lists. The mater-
ials are very flexible. P8.rts can be omitted or sections 
may be added without losing the value of the whole proce-
dure. 
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A visiting committee is then selected to review the 
work of the local staff. This gives an inside view as well 
as a view from people not associated with the school or 
community. 
The recommendations of the visiting committee are 
then studied by the local school staff and improvements are 
made where possible. 
Schools who wish or need to complete this evaluation 
usually hire one or more additional staff members to head 
up the work and write the summaries. 
Each part of the educational program is studied 
separately. There are nineteen divisions ranging from 
agriculture to vocational trades and industrial education. 
There are separate sections for the student activity pro-
gram, industrial materials service, guidance, health, 
school plant, school staff and administration, and indivi-
dual staff members. 
The final section expresses the findings in statis-
tical form. A study of these statistics would give one a 
good understanding of the community, the school, and the 
kind of job being done for young people of the community. 
By the end of 1940, 208 secondary schools in the 
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United States had used the Evaluative Criteria as a guide 
to study their schools and had reported their results for 
use by Carl G. F. Franzen (8:27). The number of schools 
involved in his study diminished to 7 by 1947. This drop 
in the reporting of findings would indicate a growing loss 
of interest. Questionnaires from 532 schools were used in 
his reports. 
The visiting committee members indicated that the 
self-evaluation before the visiting committee arrived at 
the school was probably of the most value. The most diffi-
cult questions to answer were those involving "outcomes," 
and the least satisfactory phases were "outcomes," "instruc-
tion," and "guidance." The visitors recommended a better 
means of checking instruction in terms of student learning 
experiences. The least satisfactory characteristics of the 
evaluation, according to the visiting committee, were 
(9:20): 
It was a long and expensive procedure. 
Too little time was spent in visiting teachers. 
Sometimes it became too personal. 
The process was too much of an ordeal for the 
schools. 
Often the school puts on a show and only surface 
evidence is seen. 
The procedure is still too subjective. 
Poor preparation of the school was in evidence 
in some cases. 
The committee had a tendency to compare this 
school with others. 
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Interviews with students were sometimes unethical. 
Snap judgments were made, and failure of the 
committee members to check their findings with others 
resulted in errors. 
Decisions about this school were colored by the 
philosophy of the evaluator. 
The reactions of school personnel also indicated 
some shortcomings. "Outcomes'' again were the most difficult 
to measure. The least satisfactory evaluation from the 
standpoint of th~ school was in the areas of outcomes, 
guidance, curriculum, and instruction. Shortcomings were 
that teachers evaluated without adequate background for 
their judgments, the criteria favored the large school, 
there were too many areas of subjective ratings, teachers 
were evaluated in terms of college credits, insufficient 
attention was given to visual aids, the faculty lacked 
adequate instruction at the start, more conference time was 
needed with the committee members, and schools were not 
natural as they tended to put on a show. 
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Even with these weaknesses, ninety per cent of the 
schools reported an improvement following their evaluation. 
This indicated improvement was not necessarily a direct 
result of the evaluation but seemed to be a secondary 
result stemming from the faculty working together. In 
formulating the school philosophy they had discussed educa-
tional outcomes, methods of reaching these goals, value of 
the goals, and many other items connected with the 
community, the pupils, and the school. The exchange of 
ideas that took place in faculty meetings had direct bearing 
on the total school program. This meeting of the minds, so 
to speak, was reflected in the teaching of each teacher. 
Forty-four per cent of the schools indicated that 
their school should be re-evaluated within three years 
following the first evaluation. The literature, however, 
did not show the Evaluative Criteria as an instrument being 
used more than once in any one school. 
Regardless of the use of this instrument, schools do 
need constant evaluation in terms of the self-determined 
philosophy and objectives. 
The purpose of Franzen's report was to analyze infor-
mation to use in the first revision of the materials in 
Evaluative Criteria. The 1950 revision was based on the 
premise that the methods were satisfactory and changes 
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would be made in the content. The new edition is more com-
prehensive, more valid, more practical, and easier to admin-
ister than the 1950 edition (11:74). 
Laurence E. Ely (6:22), in order to get information 
for his doctoral dissertation, "Teachers' Reactions to 
School Evaluations Using the Evaluative Criteria," sent 
questionnaires to the teachers from eighteen high schools 
that had been evaluated using the 1950 edition of Evaluative 
Criteria. His responses from 613 teachers indicated that 
it takes about one year to prepare the school and faculty 
for the visiting committee. It was felt that a year of 
extensive study, faculty meetings, discussions, tabulating 
results of tests and surveys, and writing reports was 
tiring and unreasonable. 
In general, the teachers believed in the self-
evaluation and considered it the most valuable part of the 
program. Teachers believed the evaluation was beneficial 
to them as teachers and to the school system. Many teachers 
wrote informative and interesting comments on the question-
naires, some of which are quoted here. 
In reference to the self-evaluation (6:189): 
''Although one attempts to be objective he finds himself 
belittling or boasting of himself.'' "Do not think some of 
the questions are quite fair. Too much expected of teachers 
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outside of actual teaching." "Some self-evaluation offers a 
choice between hypocritical modesty and self-glorification. 
It is highly distasteful!" Most people, for various rea-
sons, did not give accurate ratings. "We were told that if 
we did not consider ourselves good, no one else would." 
Teachers' reactions to visiting committee members 
took the following form (6:192): "Ten minutes in class 
with no observation of units, plans, etc., is not indicative 
of a teacher's ability." "One was an egoist •.• another 
a battle-axe--sole purpose to be destructive • third, 
a nondescript ...• " "I do believe some of the evalua-
tors learned a great deal. 11 
Some teachers felt the results were undesirable 
(6:196). Some of their remarks follow: "There was a great 
deal of pressure." "Took time which I would have used in 
working more closely with pupils. 11 "Felt a terrible let-
down after it was all over." 
Remarks from teachers who felt the evaluation 
valuable included (6:196): "It gave the school morale a 
shot in the arm." "All teachers work harder •. 
" "We 
received a greater sense of unity." "Made administration 
conscious of some of our problems." 
In 1958 the General Committee of the Cooperative 
Study again approved continuance of the procedures and 
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format of materials which characterized the 1950 edition, 
with changes designed to clarify and bring them up to date 
(12:230). They gathered information from schools that had 
used the 1950 book and presented it to the members of a 
revision workshop who in turn formulated the 1960 revision. 
This workshop consisted of thirty-three members representing 
many professional groups. 
Q-technique. A brief account of Q-technique is 
given by G. H. Thomson (20:8) in an article appearing in 
British Journal of Psychology in 1935· This device had been 
used previously, but his is probably the first written 
report of its use. 
In June of the same year William Stephenson wrote a 
letter to Nature regarding this new technique. Thomson was 
very pessimistic of its use, but Stephenson felt it could 
be a valuable method in analysis of personality. Through 
its use it was possible to make factor studies on a single 
person or a few individuals. The method involved giving a 
large number of test items to a small number of people in 
place of the previous methods of a few test items to a large 
number of people. These rating scores were then correlated 
to show the characteristics of the individual's personality 
in a quantitative way. 
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The use of the Q-technique makes it possible to dis-
tinguish between theoretical and operational procedures or 
issues. This is done by merely instructing the sorter to 
sort according to how a situation is and later have him sort 
according to how he thinks it should be. 
William Stephenson (21:153-339) has successfully 
applied the Q-technique to the study of the various schools 
of psychology, questionnaires, social psychology, self-
psychology, p~rsonality, projective tests, and clinical 
psychology. He recognizes that there can be no scientific 
proof of his findings or his method. 
Stephenson was dealing with the kinds of content 
biographers have been using for centuries. Psychologists 
seek to study men's motives, their sayings, musings, 
imaginings, doings, thoughts, dreams, and jealousies. This 
is in the realm of subjectivity. The Q-sort offers a 
method of studying these personality characteristics so 
often played up in the writings of Dickens and Shakespeare. 
In July, 1952, Stephenson (21:219) made the follow-
ing statement: 
The projective test techniques are obviously a 
permanent contribution to psychology. Their 
scientific status, however, has so far not been 
made clear, and as a consequence they have been 
the ready target of criticism. 
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Much of this criticism is based on what seemed to be 
solid grounds, namely such items as individual differences, 
norms, large sampling, standardized procedures, and an 
external approach to the study of behavior--the same items 
used in other types of study. The Q-method seems to be a 
good tool to test the theories and hypothesis of behavior 
studies. 
Jack Block (1) felt a need to defend this device now 
being used in research and teaching settings. The recent 
increased emphasis on an understanding of personality 
functioning and a slow rate of increased knowledge in this 
area gave rise to this need. Personality evaluations by 
professionally trained observers are often considered 
unreliable and invalid. These subjective evaluations of 
personalities, however, do have their place in the field of 
psychology. Block proves their value by presenting a 
number of research applications of the Q-sort methods as 
they apply to observer evaluations. 
o. Hobert Mowrer (15:316-75) traced the development 
of Q-technique from 1912 to 1942. He shows some concern 
about its use, and Chapter thirteen of his book is written 
to inform those who plan to use the method for personality 
evaluation. He defines Q-technique as the "correlation of 
persons" as opposed to the "correlation of tests." In his 
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examples he was correlating the ~-sort scores made by the 
individual with the real sort scores made by averaging many 
sortings of the psychologists. 
As one explores this topic, it seems to enlarge into 
a most unruly study in psychological semantics, resulting 
in an inclination to let those better equipped work in 
the area. 
In passing, one should make note of the R-technique, 
defined as a correlation of the results obtained from many 
persons taking two (or more) tests on one occasion (15:34). 
Stephenson (20:58) points out the differences in the 
R-technique and the Q-technique in the following manner: 
R-technique postulates 
1. The populations are groups of persons. 
2. Each variate has reference to an attribute 
or characteristic of all such persons. 
3. These variates do not interact--operations 
are according to the rule of single variable. 
4. The transitory postulate proceeds in terms 
of individual differences. 
5. Scores are reduced to standard scores with 
respect to each variate, for the sample of 
persons concerned. 
6. These scores are approximately normally dis-
tributed with respect to the sample of persons. 
7. All the important information for each array 
is contained in its variation {no information 
is lost in throwing away the variate means). 
8. The concern is with interdependency analysis. 
Q-:_!;echnique postulat_::.~_. 
1. The populations are groups of statements 
or the like. 
2. Each variate has reference to an operation 
of a single person upon all the statements 
in one interactional setting. 
3. The variates may interact in the one inter-
actional setting. 
4. The transitory postulate has reference to 
intraindividual differences (such as 
"significance"). 
5. Scores are reduced to standard scores with 
respect to each person-array. 
6. Scores are approximately normally distributed 
with respect to person-array. 
7. All the information for each array is con-
tained in its variation (no information is 
lost in throwing away the variate means). 
8. The statements of a sample may interact. 
9. The concern is with dependency analysis. 
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Q-~echnique in practice. The first five volumes of 
Educational Index list writings published from January, 
1929, to June, 1944. During this time not one title was 
listed under Q-sort or Q-technique. In Volume Six, July, 
1944, to June, 1947, one listing was made. No other entry 
was made until Volume Thirteen, July, 1961, to June, 1963. 
In this volume sixteen titles are entered under Q-sort 
heading. These listings indicate how rapidly the use of 
Q-technique is expanding. 
22 
After using Q-sort in his work with retarded and 
normal preschool boys, Benjamin Wright (22:183) claims that 
the Q-sorts have provided a spectrum of description for 
both types of individuals and that it is a valuable aid in 
diagnosis. 
Gene Medinnus (14:68) made out a set of Q-sort cards 
and had parents sort them according to the most character-
istic and least characteristic descriptions of their child. 
His purpose was to predict first grade adjustment of the 
children. The follow-up showed no correlation between the 
predictions and later adjustment. This conclusion was not 
that the Q-technique failed, but that parental description 
of preschool children would not predict a child's future 
adjustment to first grade. 
Agnes B. Hatfield (10:87) made an experimental study 
of the self-concept of student teachers, using the Q-tech-
nique. The subject Q-sorted the cards to show the way he 
saw himself, and one week later sorted the same cards 
according to the way he would like to be. 
The Q-methodology can also be used for gruup analysis, 
according to John L. Rinn (17:315)· In this case the 
member Q-sorted the cards, which were made out in relation 
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to the group, according to the way the group appeared to him. 
By comparing these scores with an ideal sort one could 
determine the individual's relation to the group, or by 
having the sorter go through the cards again with reference 
to some other group the two groups could be compared. 
Teenage attitudes and how they changed by class 
instruction were measured by Marjorie Bond (2:10). She used 
118 statements and measured attitude changes in four fields: 
self, race, home, and religion. 
James w. Creaser (4:272) used a pre Q-sort and a 
post Q-sort of statements to evaluate the study habits in 
his class of college students. Correlations were made with 
each student's scores, and they were also correlated with 
the ideal sort made by the teacher. His conclusions were 
that the Q-sort method was a good tool to use along with 
other criteria. 
An attempt was made by Arthur Combs (3:64) to use 
the Q-sort method to distinguish between 11 good 11 and "poor 11 
teachers. His failure was not in the method but in the 
fact that knowing the characteristics of a good teacher and 
being one were two different things. Both "good" and "poor" 
teachers showed high correlations with the ideal sort 
arranged by expert psychotherapists. 
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Conclusions. In the review of literature on second-
ary school evaluation, it was found that the best method 
yet devised separates the school into logical divisions 
(plant, administration, instruction, etc.) and then by use 
of checklist markings by the faculty, arrives at an evalua-
tion. 
The literature also shows this process to be costly 
in time as well as money. Although administrators in 
general were pleased with the results, many teachers were 
not satisfied and felt the effort outweighed the outcomes. 
Self-evaluation may well be the best system to use. 
The Q-technique has been satisfactorily used in 
studies of personality, self-psychology, type psychology, 
clinical psychology, and social psychology. A number of 
experiments have used Q-technique in other than personal 
psychology with varying degrees of success. Even though 
the specialists, Stephenson, Block, Cronbach, Thomson, and 
Mowrer, do not agree on the application of Q-methodology 
and also do not agree completely on the nomenclature or the 
terms used to describe it, they still encourage its use and 
applaud the efforts to refine it. 
Although the Q-sorts have been used most often in 
studies related to personality where the emphasis is on 
self-image and other person image, the method is applicable 
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to the study of other attitudes. Selltz and Johoda 
(19:380) in their book Research Methods in Social Relations 
suggest that an individual might be presented with sets of 
statements about methods of child-rearing, labor-management 
relations, or Negroes, and asked to sort them in terms of 
the extent of their agreement or disagreement with each 
statement. The resulting data might be used, for example, 
to compare a given individual's view about different ethnic 
groups, or to compare the views of different individuals 
about a given group or subject. 
In this study the purpose of sorting the Q-cards was 
to get a word picture of an individual's own views or atti-
tudes toward classroom instruction. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS USED TO DEVELOP "Q" CARDS 
According to Stephenson {21:62), the first step in 
making a set of Q-cards is to collect a universe of state-
ments related to the subject to be studied. This universe 
of statements was selected by the writer to reflect the 
aims, objectives, procedures, attitudes, methods, and 
learnings that take place in the classroom. 
Items in this universe were grouped under selected 
headings, and the sub-statements of these groups became the 
Q-cards. In this way the cards are said to be structured. 
A sample card appears in Appendix A. 
Scores from the sorting of these structured cards 
will give the examiner information not revealed in the 
sorting of a randomly selected set of Q-cards. To illus-
trate this point, suppose a card in an unstructured set 
were entitled "discipline," and the sorter placed it in the 
first or most important group. The examiner will know that 
the subject feels that discipline is important, but he can-
not determine from the scores the method used to get control 
of the class or even if the sorter had control. 
Under the structured system, several cards are 
related to discipline, and the examiner, by observing the 
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placement of these cards, can get an insight into the sort-
er 1 s basic feelings about classroom discipline. Using this 
knowledge, the examiner could work with the teacher to 
improve one phase of discipline, which in turn could 
improve her control of the class and thereby improve her 
instruction. A sample of the scaling strip which can be 
used to determine the balance of the sorter's attitude is 
contained in Appendix B· 
One of the problems encountered in constructing this 
type of Q-sort card to use in measuring instruction is the 
overlapping of the many items in the universe. Discipline, 
learning, materials, and so forth, are so closely related 
and interdependent that most items related to one heading 
will also be related to others. Satisfactory learning 
cannot take place in an undisciplined group, nor can instruc-
tion be fully fruitful if the classroom lacks materials, 
motivation, or student and teacher skills. 
Q-cards were constructed to give the examiner and 
the teacher a look at the learning processes in her room 
compared to an ideal classroom. Every effort possible was 
made to eliminate items that had reference to two or more 
topics. Where this was not possible, the item was placed 
under the heading to which it was most closely related. 
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Selecting the universe. Words and phrases pertaining 
to instruction were collected from all available sources. 
These items were taken from textbooks, periodicals, and 
discussions with students and faculty. As they were 
collected, each was written on a small filing card. After 
a period of several months, the cards numbered well over 
one hundred. 
The cards were then placed on a table where all of 
them could be seen at one time. They were grouped and 
duplicates eliminated. In some cases two or more cards 
were combined into one. This process reduced the deck to 
seventy-five cards. 
The seventy-five cards were given to each of ten 
faculty members who Q-sorted them on a continuum from those 
of most importance in classroom instruction to those of 
least importance in classroom instruction to those of 
least importance. The sorters were asked to place five 
cards in each of ten piles with the cards not used to be 
placed in an eleventh pile. The scores from these sortings 
. 
indicated the items the teachers felt were most important 
with reference to their work in the classroom. By eliminat-
ing cards found in the eleventh pile, the deck was reduced 
to forty. 
With the use of these Q-sort scores, group headings 
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were selected. Because some of the items in the universe 
corresponded with the classified headings, they were used 
as Q-cards. Many of the other items needed to be reworded 
to correspond with the selected headings. Additional cards 
were designed to identify characteristics of the main topic 
headings or to determine the democratic procedures of the 
teachers. In these ways the deck was increased to fifty 
cards. This number was selected to simplify the statis-
tical work in making comparisons and conclusions. 
The Q-cards with reference to discipline. Disci-
pline was considered by the faculty to be the most impor-
tant single item in good classroom instruction. It is 
appropriate that it be considered first in this study. 
Problems connected with student control in a class can be 
many. Here the main issue is what constitutes good disci-
pline, and how does the teacher achieve and maintain it. 
These cards should place the responsibility and assist the 
teacher by showing her where she can improve if improvement 
is found desirable. The number preceding each statement is 
the Q-card number. 
1. The students, collectively and in groups, are 
responsible for the standards of conduct in 
the classroom. 
2. The students are told by the teacher the stand-
ards she has established for the classroom. 
3. The students are free to talk whenever they 
desire. 
4. The students may talk only when called upon 
by the teacher. 
5. The students may move about the room whenever 
they have a need to move. 
6. Students must get permission from the teacher 
whenever they wish to leave their seats. 
7. Students who need disciplining are handled 
privately and the personal interview is 
confidential. 
8. Students in class often give signs of discon-
tent, lack of interest, or misbehavior. The 
teacher should be on guard and detect these 
signs and act before the class control is in 
jeopardy. 
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The Q-cards with reference to classroom procedures. 
There is probably no area in which the quality of instruc-
tion breaks down more than in the actual procedures of the 
teacher. The well conducted class will solve most problems 
before they become critical and will prevent many classroom 
problems from arising. Q-cards nine through sixteen were 
designed mainly to aid the teacher in planning the class-
room activities. 
9. Students assist in the discussion leading to 
the making of the assignment. In this way the 
assignment will be clearly understood by all. 
10. Students are given some class time for super-
vised study. 
11. Students learn most of the material of the 
class by the lecture method. 
12. Students learn by the use of individual pro-
jects such as book reports, notebooks, 
experiments, etc. 
13. Students learn the material of the course by 
participation in class discussion led by the 
teacher and/or a student. 
14. Students assist in planning and organizing 
the material to be studied in the class. 
15. Students are given frequent tests to deter-
mine the additional teaching time and effort 
that will be necessary to obtain the desig-
nated objectives. 
16. Students need systematic reviews often to 
help fix the facts of the course in their 
minds. 
The Q-cards with reference to outcomes. The main 
purpose of education is student learning. Some of the 
skills and knowledges can be taught directly and measured 
objectively. Many of the desirable outcomes of education 
are not so easily taught or measured. In fact, some of 
the side products or incidental learnings that take place 
in the classroom are more important to the student than 
the subject matter of the course. 
Attitudes, moral responsibilities, leadership, 
imagination, and ideals should be incorporated into the 
teaching of English, mathematics, or physical education; 
the good teacher is always watchful for the opportunity 
to develop situations in the classroom for students to 
grow in these areas. 
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The next group of items used as Q-cards will give 
the examiner an idea as to how well these learnings are 
being developed in the classroom. 
17· Students are encouraged to be thorough in 
their work. "A thing worth doing is worth 
doing well." 
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18. Students are required to be accurate in their 
assignments. 
19· Student work is evaluated on the basis of the 
process of development and presentation of 
ideas. 
20. Students are furnished the opportunity to 
develop self-confidence. 
21. Students are encouraged to develop their 
imagination and creative abilities. 
22. Students are given the chance to exhibit 
leadership and to grow in the ability to 
lead others. 
23. Students work in committees with other 
students. 
24. Students are required to know the facts of 
the subject being taught. 
25. Students are stimulated to apply their 
knowledge. 
26. Students must be motivated in various ways. 
27. Student ambitions are used to stimulate them 
to excel in some undertakings. 
28. Students must develop good listening skills. 
29. Student discussions and similar activities 
should be used to stimulate moral growth. 
30. Students must operate in a happy environment; 
in turn, they will develop happiness. 
31. Students must be given the opportunity and be 
inspired to serve others. 
32. Students must develop a pride in themselves 
and in their society. 
The Q-cards with reference to classroom materials. 
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Education cannot take place in a vacuum. The 11 poor11 teacher 
with the use of adequate and appropriate teaching materials 
sometimes does a better job than the "good" teacher without 
these aids. The desired situation is a good teacher making 
maximum use of all the teaching aids available to her. The 
next set of items will be used to determine the use of 
teacher aids. 
33. Student learnings are limited to the material 
in the text book. 
34. Students are taught by the use of films; in 
each case a preview of the film and a follow 
up is used. 
35. Students are trained in the use of tape 
recorders, and recordings of their voices 
as well as the voices of others are used in 
the classroom. 
36. Students as groups and as individuals are 
encouraged to use the library. 
37. Students are instructed in the classroom by 
the use of slides, overhead and opaque 
projectors, and film strips. 
38. Students are permitted to make their own 
visual aid materials and use them in report-
ing to the class. 
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The Q-cards with reference to individualized instruc-
tion. Secondary classrooms are made up of a group of indivi-
duals. Each person is unlike every other one in many ways. 
It is the responsibility of the classroom teacher to 
identify many of these differences and to develop the 
individual as far as possible in the time allotted. To 
simplify the task she will group her students according to 
their abilities and give to each the kind of tasks best 
suited to him. The next set of cards will be used to 
improve the individualized instruction procedures of the 
teacher. 
39. Students are checked in their reading skills, 
and a developmental reading program is planned 
for those who do not read up to their reading 
level. 
4o. Students with special talents are given the 
opportunity to develop them whenever possible 
within the classroom. 
41. Students of high or low abilities have their 
needs met by such methods as enrichment and 
minimum standards. 
42. Students with special problems are counseled 
in a one to one relationship with the teacher 
and/or the counselor. 
The Q-cards with reference to student reports. 
Students are interested in their performance and partici-
pation and they are entitled to know the results. This 
knowledge often encourages them to improve their 
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accomplishments. In general a student in class has a fairly 
good estimate of his position, but a written report from the 
teach.er will be more meaningful. These reports may solicit 
the aid of the parents in improving the student's work. 
Since these reports to students are common in schools and 
do have an effect on instruction, a few card items were 
written in this area. 
43. Students are given written progress reports 
of both good and poor work at designated 
intervals of time. 
44. Students are given written progress reports 
of good citizenship and deportment at desig-
nated intervals of time. 
45. Student assignments are graded and returned 
promptly. 
46. Students are given a letter grade to desig-
nate accomplishment in each subject. 
The Q-cards with reference to the teacher. In the 
first forty-six cards the focus of attention was on the 
student. The classroom teacher, however, is the most 
important single person in the classroom. She directs 
the learning of the boys and girls, she sets the stage, 
and controls all the activities. With the aid of a good 
teacher and the classroom situation, many group processes 
will take place that will be of lasting benefit to the 
students. Student learnings are dependent on the knowledge 
abilities, and characteristics of the teacher. The last 
four cards will evaluate these items in terms of their use 
in the classroom. 
47. The teacher uses the knowledges and skills she 
has acquired from her training and experience 
in conducting the class activities. 
48. The teacher is an expert in making her own 
tests and evaluating the student learnings. 
49. The teacher can interpret and use the scores 
the students have made on standardized tests. 
50. The teacher is efficient in classroom duties, 
such as checking attendance, making reports, 
controlling the physical properties of the 
room, and doing the other routine activities 
expected of all teachers. 
CHAPTER IV 
DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES FOR USE OF THE Q-CARDS 
The purpose of Q-sorting the cards. As stated 
earlier, the purpose in Q-sorting the cards was to get a 
word picture of the individual's own views or attitudes 
toward classroom instruction. These criteria, when 
assessed, have the most value when compared to the views, 
attitudes, and procedures of others who are doing the same 
type of work. With this in mind, the Q-items were dupli-
cated, and thirteen sets of cards and scaling strips were 
developed. 
Sort #1 (real sort). Each member of the Education 
581 class at Central Washington State College was given a 
set of cards and a scaling strip with the following direc-
tions: 
Consider one of your most successful high school 
classes. Sort the cards with reference to this class. 
1. Spread out the scaling strip with the lowest 
value being at the left. The lowest scale value 11 0 11 
means 11 least like 11 or "least characteristic" of my 
class. The highest scale value 11 9 11 means "most like" 
or 11most characteristic" of my class. The other scale 
values are equally spaced between these. 
2. Read each card and place it, according to your 
first impression, in the low, medium, or high class. 
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3. Select each of these piles in turn, and place 
each card under a definite point value of the scale 
strip. Your completed sort must have five cards under 
each of the ten scale values. This wi!rg"ive you ten 
piles of five cards, each with the cards least like 
your class under the "o". 
4. Record your results on the recording sheet. 
In Sort #1 column, place a 11 0 11 after the five card 
numbers you had in the 11 0 11 scale. Place a 11 1 11 after 
the card numbers that were placed under the 11 1 11 scale. 
Continue until you have recorded all the cards. 
Sort #2 (ideal sort). Shuffle the cards and repeat the 
procedure, except in this case sort the cards according 
to the way you think an ideal high school class should 
be. Record your scores in the Sort #2 column of the 
recording sheet. Feel free to write any conunents you 
wish to make on the margin or on the back of the page. 
The procedure used with this class was the same as 
that to be used with a high school teacher or a complete 
high school faculty. It could be done as a group process 
or could be accomplished individually. 
The members of the class used in the trial sort of 
cards included: 
A. A high school Spanish teacher 
B. A junior high school mathematics teacher 
c. An elementary school principal 
D. A high school vice principal 
E. A high school social studies teacher 
F. A public school remedial reading teacher 
Q, A high school principal 
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H. An eighth grade English teacher doing team 
teaching 
r. A high school vice principal 
J. A high school social studies teacher 
K. A graduate student 
L· A high school English teacher 
M. A high school social studies teacher 
The capital letters to the left of the designated 
class members will be used in the following discussion and 
tables to designate these class members. 
The ideal sort. The class ideal sort was developed 
by totaling the scores of the ideal sorts of each class 
member. The largest five totals were taken as the 11 9 11 
scale value or the most characteristic of an ideal class. 
The next five totals were taken as the 11 8 11 scale and so on 
until the lowest five totals were designated as the 11 0 11 scale 
values or the least characteristic of the instruction that 
takes place in the ideal classroom. 
Since this group of students was not an organized 
faculty of a school, but consisted of individual members 
from different school systems, the ideal sort will have 
value only for demonstration purposes. The ideal sort will 
vary from school to school and will also vary between subject 
fields. The method used here would furnish an ideal sort 
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for English when the scores of several English teachers are 
used. The same would be true in other teaching fields. 
Class procedures in a wood shop or a sewing class or in a 
foreign language class would yield results which would be 
similarly compared. 
The tabulation of ratings for each of the raters as 
they rated the real schools is contained in Appendix c. 
The same tabulations for the same sorters giving their 
estimates for an ideal school appears in Appendix D. The 
table developed by Stephenson for determining the correla-
tions between any two separate sorts appears in Appendix E. 
Ipsative comparisons. Spanish teacher ''A" (Table I) 
had a positive correlation of .745 between his perception of 
his class (real sort) and his perception of what an ideal 
class should be (ideal sort). This indicated that he was 
well satisfied with the way he was currently teaching his 
classes. Note the widest variation was in card number forty-
three, entitled, "The students are given written progress 
reports of both good and poor work.'' He gave this item a 
zero rating in his real sort and a middle scale rating of 
five in his ideal sort. This would indicate that he feels 
some need exists for some type of student progress report, 
but he has not been making them. If other faculty members 
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TABLE I 
Q-SORT RECORDING FORM 
Q-set recorded by A Date 
Sort #1 
Re erence Car 
Headings No. 
D sci-
pline 
Classroom 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Real 
Proce- -,.....,-..,__-r.-__ ---..~~--......-i 
dures 
Outcomes-
Teacher -
Ideal 
~D2 = 210 
Al - • 745 
D D2 
have the same or similar scores on this item (#43), a 
discussion and a solution to this discrepancy should be 
accomplished. 
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There was a difference of four scale points in items 
two, fourteen, thirty-one, and forty-six for this same 
teacher, which indicates a considerable discrepancy. 
Item #2, "Students are told by the teacher the 
standards of conduct she has set for the classroom," was 
scored 1t8 11 under the real sort and "4" under the ideal sort. 
The high rating shows the teacher's perception of discipline 
in the classroom. The scale rating of "811 indicates that 
this teacher is perceiving the school and his classroom to 
be authoritarian. The low rating of four indicates the 
teacher's disapproval of disciplinary standards being 
developed solely by the teacher. 
Item #14, "Students assist in planning and organizing 
the material to be learned in the class," was marked "5" on 
the real sort and only 11 1 11 under the ideal sort. This shows 
a bit of inconsistency on the part of the teacher; he seems 
to be less considerate of the students• wishes in selecting 
subject matter than in setting rules of conduct. One can 
almost hear him say, "Girls and boys, this is what we are 
going to study in this class; now how would you like to 
proceed?" 
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Item #31, "Students must be given the opportunity and 
be inspired to serve others," was marked 11 411 in the real 
sort and "8" in the ideal sort. This item is considered 
one of the outcomes of education and as such might be expec-
ted to have high ratings. Teacher "A" was unable, according 
to his placement of the cards, to inspire his students to 
serve others as well as he thought it should be done in the 
classroom. A discussion with this teacher might develop 
some methods of group dynamics, committee work, and 
cooperative problem solving. Once the students are given 
the opportunity and a little encouragement, they will help 
each other and get the "good feeling" that comes with 
serving others. 
Item #46, "Students are given a letter grade to 
designate accomplishment in each subject," was ranked "7" 
in the real sort and only "3" in the ideal sort. 
Teacher "A" seems to be placing more emphasis on 
letter grades than he feels he should. An observation of 
his ranking of item #43, "Students are given written progress 
reports of both good and poor work at designated intervals 
of time," indicates some inconsistency on the part of the 
teacher. Item #43 was marked 11 0 11 on the real sort and 11 511 
on the ideal sort. In this case, he does not make these 
reports but feels they should be made. In consulting with 
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this teacher the importance of accurate progress reports was 
stressed. If other teachers have made similar ratings, a 
group discussion of report cards and progress report forms 
would be in order. 
Note the value teacher "A" placed on each of the 
items under discipline. Only cards #1 and #2 are given high 
scale ratings. Cards #3 and #4 were given the lowest scale 
ratings. Card #3 states, "The students are free to talk 
whenever they desire," and Card #4 states "Students may 
talk only when called upon by the teacher." When scaled 
as to most like and least like a class, low scores would 
indicate a well controlled classroom. 
This type of comparison can be made with each teacher's 
scores. Through his comparisons, the administration could 
find out a great deal about each teacher and could use this 
information in planning improvements in instruction. 
Many other comparisons and deductions may be made 
from an individual teacher's scores. Given a knowledge of 
the school, the community, the students or the faculty, 
these deductions can lead the way toward improvement in 
this teacher's instruction. 
Comparisons between members of the group. The scores 
the class members made in their real sort is shown in Table 
II. The scores of the ideal sort are tabulated in Table rv. 
Spanish 
Teacher 
Mathematics 
Teacher 
High School 
Principal 
Grade 
English 
Teacher 
High School 
English 
Teacher 
Social 
Science 
Teacher 
TABLE II 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN REAL SORT SCORES 
OF SELECTED CLASS MEMBERS 
A B G H L 
A x . 461 . 426 -.175 .485 
B . 461 x . 484 .010 .221 
G . 426 .484 x .070 . 269 
H -.175 .010 .070 x .161 
L . 485 .221 .269 .161 x 
M .286 .066 .224 .123 . 379 
M 
.286 
.066 
.224 
.123 
. 379 
x 
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A summary of the correlations for class members between 
their ideal and real sorts is shown in Table III. The tabu-
lation for each sort for each class member is contained in 
Appendix c. The correlations, showing the degree to which 
each class member agreed with what he perceived to be the 
actual school condition versus how he wished the school to 
be, ranged from a low of .155 for sorter "F", to a high of 
845 f t 11M11. . or sor er 
The following interpretations of the correlations, 
shown in Table III, were made under the assumption that 
these class members constituted part of the faculty of a 
small high school. 11 G11 was designated as the principal, and 
the others were assumed to be teachers in designated fields 
of preparation. The correlation for sorter 11 J 11 was invalid 
and omitted from consideration and inclusion because he 
failed to follow directions. 
Teacher "B" had a correlation of .420 between his 
real sort and his ideal sort. The same comparison for 
teacher "H" yielded a correlation of .308; for the high 
school English teacher "L" it was .728; and for the social 
science teacher 11 M11 it was .845. In all these cases the 
correlations showed that improvement was possible, and the 
Q-cards pointed out the areas for improvement. The teacher, 
by making the two sortings differently, indicated that she 
TABLE III 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN REAL AND IDEAL SORTS 
OF THE TWELVE SORTERS 
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Teacher Position Correlation 
A High School Spanish Teacher .745 
B, Junior High Mathematics Teacher .420 
C Elementary School Principal .667 
D High School Vice Principal .370 
E High School Social Studies Teacher .843 
F Remedial Reading Teacher .155 
G High School Principal .574 
H Eighth Grade English Teacher .308 
I High School Vice Principal .490 
K Graduate Student .280 
L High School English Teacher .728 
M High School Social Studies Teacher .845 
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was aware that her class instruction was not ideal. This 
awareness is desirable if a plan to change is to be a part 
of the program. 
The scores of teachers "A" and "B" correlated .426 
and .484 respectively with the scores of the principal. 
This indicates only a moderate degree of agreement between 
the way these teachers were teaching and the way the princi-
pal would have them teach. The principal would need to 
spend much time with these instructors resolving the impor-
tant differences. 
In order to discover the areas of disagreement be-
tween two teachers whose real sorts correlated low, it is 
necessary to refer to Appendix C, and check the exact 
placement of the cards. 
In the case of the principal "G" and the Spanish 
teacher 11 A, 11 the greatest difference was in the placement 
of item #1. This statement is in the discipline area and 
deals with democratic methods of classroom procedure. The 
principal scored the item 11 1 11 and the Spanish teacher 
scored it 11 9. 11 This was almost as far apart as it was 
possible to place them. 
Does the teaching of a language require a more 
authoritative procedure? Should students in this class 
have as much say in the development of classroom standards 
49 
of conduct as a class in social science? Does the person-
ality of the teacher and the make-up of the members of the 
class help determine the development of the conduct rules? 
In evaluating the placement of this item, these questions 
would need to be considered. 
The scores of teachers 11 L11 and "M" correlated only 
.269 and .224 respectively with the scores of the principal. 
Their classes were characteristic of the principal's class 
only about one-fourth of the time. The principal should 
observe these teachers and counsel with them. Their 
different impressions, ideas, and classroom procedures 
should be discussed and probably some new ideas could be 
worked out to increase the effectiveness of the classroom 
instruction. 
Teacher 11 H11 , the grade school English teacher, 
seems to be out of step with the principal; "R" equalled 
only .070. His classes were unlike each of the other 
classes in the school. He has identified himself best 
with the high school English teacher, as would be expected, 
but their classes were only sixteen per cent alike. 
Teacher "H" had a correlation of .308 between his 
real sort and his ideal sort scores. This shows that he 
feels he is doing a fair job of teaching. But, compared 
to all the other teachers in the system, he is out of step. 
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His experience as a grade school English teacher would 
account for part of this difference. An analysis of his 
placing of the "Q" cards could reveal some of the problem. 
He gave the following items top ratings in his real 
sort: 
#36. '!Students as groups and as individuals are 
encouraged to use the library." 
#37· "Students are instructed in the classroom by 
the use of slides, film strips, overhead and opaque 
projection." 
#41. "Students of high and low abilities have their 
needs met by such methods as enrichment and minimum standards." 
#43. "Students are given written progress reports 
of both good and poor work at designated intervals of time." 
#44. "Students are given written progress reports 
of citizenship and department at designated intervals of 
time." 
Not one of his first five cards come from the areas 
of discipline, classroom procedures, or outcomes. 
This teacher needs to develop a new set of standards 
and it appears that this would be a job for the principal 
and other faculty members. They should work with this 
teacher, explaining the philosophy of the school and the 
methods of obtaining the objectives of the class as well as 
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those of the school. Since the Q-cards pointed up these 
differences, the placement of each card should be examined 
with the teacher. This discussion could show the way 
toward improved instruction. 
The correlations show that the classes of teachers 
"M" and "B" are quite different. Students going from one 
teacher's class to the other's may have some additional 
problems in adjusting to the changed atmosphere. Very 
often this type of change upsets the boys and girls, 
resulting in discipline problems. The Q-cards have dis-
closed an area where two teachers may work together and 
arrive at a better situation for the students in both 
classes. 
An item analysis of the ratings of teacher "B" and 
teacher 11M11 shows item #8 had a difference of eight, and 
items #2, #37, #38, and #43 each had a difference of 
seven scale points. 
Item #8, "Students in class often give signs of 
discontent, lack of interest, or misbehavior. The teacher 
should be on guard and detect these signs and act before 
the class control is in jeopardy." This technique seems to 
be basic in classroom control, yet teacher "M" gave it the 
lowest rating. Item #2 is also a discipline statement. 
The seven scale points difference here may not be of 
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great significance because the methods used by teachers to 
obtain discipline could vary greatly. So long as the con-
trol is good, the method makes little difference. 
Items #37 and #38 deal with the use of prepared and 
student-made visual aids. As would be expected, the science 
teacher makes more use of student-prepared visual aids and 
the Spanish teacher places more value on commercially pre-
pared visual aids. The nature of the subject matter would 
indicate this. These teachers also differed by seven scale 
points on the value of student progress reports. 
Table IV shows the correlations of the teacher 
ideal sort scores and the correlation of each of these with 
the class ideal sort. 
The class ideal was developed by totaling the ratings 
of each sorter. It would be expected that each would 
correlate rather highly with this class rating. Table IV 
shows these correlations to range from .545 to .631. 
The correlations of scores between teachers were 
not as high, ranging from .173 to .486. Again, to find 
the cause of these low correlations it would be necessary 
to refer to Appendix D and apply the item analysis as was 
done for teachere "B", "M", and "H" on previous pages. 
The most significant use of this type of information 
TABLE IV 
CORRELATIONS OF IDEAL SORT SCORES BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL 
CLASS MEMBERS AND THE CLASS IDEAL SORT 
A B G H L M 
Spanish 
Teacher A. x .352 . 378 .311 .343 .194 
Mathematics 
Teacher B . 352 x .363 .173 . 486 .268 
High School 
Principal G .378 .363 x .275 . 386 . 401 
Grade 
English 
Teacher H . 311 .173 .275 x .311 . 433 
High School 
English 
. 486 .386 Teacher L . 343 . 311 x .285 
Social 
Science 
Teacher M .194 .268 . 401 . 433 .285 x 
Ideal 
Sort s .545 . 631 . 619 .555 . 606 .566 
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S* 
.545 
. 631 
. 619 
.555 
. 606 
. 566 
x 
*The letter "S" is used to represent the class ideal 
sort as derived by totaling each card score of all members 
of the class and using the five largest sums as scale value 
"9", the next five scores as the scale value 11 811 , and so on. 
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is in faculty meetings. Discussion in the teacher's meet-
ings about discipline, for example, will encourage the 
teachers to adopt better standards and better methods of 
reaching these standards. 
Teachers in general consider discipline the most 
important single factor in classroom instruction. Time 
spent with the faculty in this area would be reflected in 
the atmosphere of the school. All class conduct should not 
be uniform, but a reasonable amount of similarity is good. 
The faculty meetings should point out good practices and 
show how to use them. They should also discourage the use 
of poor teaching techniques. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
I. SUMMARY 
Evaluation of classroom instruction is a complica-
ted process. It should involve people who are the best 
trained for the job, which, of course, is the school staff. 
It must see things as they are and project into the future, 
because students in class now will live in a future adult 
world. It must make sound judgments and in such a form 
that they can be used as starting points for improvement. 
The work must be economical in terms of time and money and 
the results m~st be fruitful as well. Most important, it 
must have the acceptance of the people involved. 
A study of the literature relative to evaluation 
indicated many shortcomings of the present systems of 
evaluation. It also indicated the school could be evaluated 
by working on each of its many parts separately. 
The Q-methodology seemed to lend itself to this type 
of evaluation. 
With these points in mind, the writer developed a 
set of Q-sort statements relating to seven divisions of 
classroom instruction. Eight statements were related to 
discipline, eight related to classroom procedures, fifteen 
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related to outcomes, six related to teaching materials, four 
dealt with individualized instruction, four with student 
progress reports, and four with the abilities and charac-
teristics of the teacher. 
Several forms were constructed to simplify the 
recording and organization of the data so that correlations 
could be read directly from a table. 
In order to validate the Q-set, the cards were dupli-
cated and a set was given to each member of a graduate 
class at Central Washington State College. Members of the 
class were instructed to arrange the cards to give real 
sort scores and ideal sort scores. 
Correlations were worked out between class members, 
between the real and ideal sort scores of each member, and 
between each member and the composite developed from all 
the members. 
These correlations were then interpreted to show 
what information could be obtained by the comparisons. 
Additional information was derived from the actual 
placement of the Q-items themselves. Democratic proce-
dures were found; also, lack of the democratic process was 
discovered. Causes of discipline problems were detected 
and ways of improvment were pointed out. Teacher philo-
sophy, aims, objectives, methods, use of visual aids, and 
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treatment of individual differences were discovered. Once 
discovered, recommendations can be made for the correction 
of the problems. 
The use of this set of cards gives one a great deal 
of information about the diversity of the faculty. Many 
productive faculty meetings can be organized around this 
material. 
II. CONCLUSIONS 
A set of Q-items can be developed to give informa-
tion about the instructional program of a high school. 
They can be organized to give valuable information to the 
administration as well as to the classroom teacher. After 
the Q-set is made, its application is simple and the calcu-
lations are easy to handle. 
The set developed in this study needs to be tried 
with the actual faculty of a school. The resulting data 
should th.en be compared with the data received from some 
other type of evaluation. Comparisons should be made in 
cost, time, and usability. This type of study would serve 
to validate the Q-set items and show the value of the method 
in evaluation. 
This set of cards was developed to evaluate instruc-
tion. Other sets could be made to evaluate administration, 
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library, curriculum, or any other division of the secondary 
school. 
The Q-methodology may be applicable to the evaluation 
of student work in a classroom. Studies using secondary 
students to Q-sort the cards have been satisfactorily done 
in other areas. Some should be made in the education field. 
A need for further research in the application of 
the Q-technique to educational evaluation is unquestionable. 
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APPENDIX 
1. 
APPENDIX A 
Sample Q-card 
The students collectively 
and individually are 
responsible for the 
standards of conduct 
in the classroom. 
By using the 3" by 5" card, the mechanics of 
Q-sorting are simplified. They are large enough to handle 
easily and small enough to require little room when 
arranged in the ten piles. 
APPENDIX B 
Scaling Strip 
i +-3Ye''-+ 
I 0 1 2 3 
I 
5" 
1 
I 2" 
~ L 
Scale: 1 11 = 3" 
The above sorting file was made by cutting a 
piece of tagboard 32 inches long and 7 inches wide. 
Two inches of the 7 was folded up to form a large 
pocket. The ends were then sealed with tape. Every 
3-1/8 inches the 2 inch fold was sewn to the remaining 
five inch strip. This formed ten pockets 3-1/8 inches 
by 5 inches. 
The sorter can place the cards in the pocket he 
selects and they will not slide around. When the sorting 
is complete there will be five cards in each pocket. The 
examiner can then take the file and mark the scores on 
the chart as he takes the cards from the pockets. 
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car 
no. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
. 11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19-
20. 
APPENDIX C 
REAL SORT SCORES OF THE CLASS MEMBERS 
A B C 
9 5 6 
8 9 7 
0 2 0 
0 l 0 
2 8 1 
l 3 0 
1 8 6 
0 8 7 
1 1 2 
4 6 5 
2 4 3 
1 3 4 
6 5 8 
5 0 2 
9 8 9 
9 9 9 
5 5 9 
6 7 8 
3 0 7 
5 5 3 
D E 
3 3 
2 4 
1 0 
0 1 
1 0 
2 2 
5 1 
4 2 
2 3 
6 l 
0 6 
8 9 
8 4 
0 2 
7 5 
3 3 
7 9 
5 9 
2 5 
5 4 
F 
6 
0 
0 
l 
0 
0 
6 
4 
3 
2 
7 
5 
9 
2 
6 
7 
8 
4 
1 
4 
G 
1 
5 
4 
5 
3 
3 
3 
0 
3 
9 
2 
1 
7 
2 
7 
8 
9 
9 
2 
5 
H l 
1 9 
3 0 
0 0 
0 0 
8 4 
1 0 
4 8 
2 8 
0 2 
8 9 
5 4 
7 5 
7 7 
l 2 
2 1 
2 5 
8 6 
6 5 
3 3 
5 7 
J K 
1 1 
5 5 
0 0 
1 l 
2 8 
8 5 
9 l 
4 8 
0 9 
2 2 
2 5 
0 4 
6 3 
1 4 
l 4 
5 3 
9 6 
8 6 
7 6 
6 7 
L 
8 
2 
0 
0 
3 
l 
4 
0 
8 
8 
0 
3 
3 
5 
7 
7 
2 
3 
7 
6 
M 
5 
2 
1 
0 
l 
0 
9 
0 
8 
5 
1 
8 
6 
5 
6 
8 
7 
3 
4 
9 
Card 
no. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
A B C 
6 6 2 
7 7 3 
2 2 4 
8 6 2 
9 7 8 
6 6 4 
5 3 3 
8 4 9 
7 4 3 
3 1 4 
4 1 4 
7 4 6 
2 6 0 
1 1 2 
8 2 1 
3 3 6 
2 7 0 
3 0 1 
4 2 6 
5 2 5 
3 4 5 
APPENDIX C (Continued) 
D E F 
4 6 1 
7 7 4 
8 6 0 
6 5 9 
3 9 5 
9 8 6 
8 7 2 
5 5 1 
4 4 5 
8 7 7 
1 2 5 
5 5 7 
0 0 2 
1 1 1 
0 0 9 
7 8 8 
9 5 7 
6 6 8 
1 2 3 
4 7 4 
3 4 6 
G H 
6 6 
6 4 
2 2 
7 6 
9 5 
3 4 
4 7 
6 3 
1 0 
4 6 
4 5 
4 7 
8 0 
0 6 
2 1 
0 9 
0 9 
1 2 
0 8 
7 5 
6 9 
I 
9 
1 
6 
6 
4 
4 
6 
6 
2 
5 
2 
5 
0 
1 
3 
7 
2 
1 
3 
7 
8 
J 
4 
6 
0 
3 
9 
8 
9 
7 
6 
5 
8 
7 
4 
2 
0 
7 
1 
2 
6 
8 
3 
K 
5 
1 
3 
0 
1 
3 
7 
7 
2 
9 
9 
8 
2 
2 
2 
9 
7 
5 
8 
3 
8 
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L M 
9 4 
5 7 
4 3 
8 8 
9 7 
6 6 
7 5 
6 4 
2 9 
1 2 
7 3 
9 3 
0 1 
5 1 
2 0 
6 8 
4 0 
3 7 
2 2 
8 9 
4 6 
APPENDIX C (Continued) 
card 
no. A B c D E F G H I J K L M 
42. 7 3 7 6 3 8 5 4 8 6 7 4 9 
43. 0 0 1 2 8 3 7 9 3 3 6 1 7 
44. 0 0 1 9 8 3 1 9 1 3 0 1 4 
45. 9 9 8 9 9 3 9 4 4 4 9 5 6 
46. 7 9 9 7 8 9 8 3 9 3 4 1 5 
47. 6 8 8 9 7 9 8 3 9 5 6 9 2 
48. 4 7 5 4 1 2 5 1 8 4 0 5 2 
49. 8 5 5 6 3 8 6 8 7 7 0 6 3 
50. 4 9 7 3 0 5 8 7 3 5 4 9 4 
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APPENDIX D 
IDEAL SORT SCORES OF THE CLASS MEMBERS 
card Ideal 
no. A B c D E F G H I J K L M Total sort 
l. 8 5 6 4 4 9 4 3 9 l l 9 4 69 6 
2. 4 9 9 0 2 0 1 2 0 .5 8 l 1 42 2 
3. 2 0 0 1 0 0 5 5 0 0 3 0 0 16 0 
4. 3 1 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 l 4 0 3 17 0 
5. 3 l 0 2 0 0 5 1 6 0 6 4 0 28 l 
6. 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 8 0 3 21 0 
7. l 8 8 9 2 7 9 5 7 9 4 4 9 82 8 
8. 0 6 9 2 3 l 1 l 6 4 9 2 2 46 2 
9. 2 0 1 2 2 3 5 8 7 0 3 5 7 45 2 
10. 5 5 7 1 1 6 6 5 8 2 1 7 6 60 5 
11. 2 0 1 0 3 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 1 16 0 
12. 0 1 5 4 7 5 5 3 2 0 8 3 7 50 3 
13. 3 3 8 3 5 9 2 9 3 6 9 1 7 68 6 
14. 1 2 3 2 2 8 1 1 9 1 4 9 5 48 3 
15. 9 6 5 3 5 1 6 2 3 1 0 7 9 57 4 
16. 9 6 4 1 2 6 7 4 1 5 3 7 8 63 5 
17. 6 7 7 6 8 7 7 3 4 9 3 2 5 74 6 
18. 7 4 9 5 9 2 7 2 2 7 2 l 2 59 4 
19. 2 3 5 8 3 6 5 7 5 8 1 8 2 63 5 
20. 7 9 4 7 8 4 8 8 8 6 7 8 8 92 9 
APPENDIX D {Continued) 
Card Ideal 
no. A B C D E F G H I J K L M Total sort 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
5 9 5 8 9 9 7 6 7 5 6 8 5 
5 8 7 5 8 5 4 5 9 6 5 7 8 
1 3 6 6 9 5 2 0 6 2 2 3 3 
8 6 1 2 4 1 8 4 1 3 4 1 6 
9 5 6 9 9 7 9 8 5 9 2 9 6 
4 7 4 7 9 3 4 7 4 8 9 7 7 
4 7 4 5 7 6 9 5 7 9 2 6 9 
8 8 7 7 3 8 8 4 6 7 5 6 2 
4 2 3 4 7 9 0 7 4 8 7 3 8 
6 5 1 8 6 1 2 8 6 5 7 2 0 
8 3 4 4 4 6 4 7 5 9 5 4 4 
9 4 7 9 8 7 4 9 4 7 8 6 5 
2 0 0 0 0 5 2 9 0 4 0 6 1 
0 5 2 4 1 5 2 3 3 2 5 6 0 
8 0 2 3 0 8 0 1 3 0 6 3 2 
6 8 9 7 7 7 0 4 5 7 2 5 6 
1 8 2 5 4 3 3 7 3 1 4 6 3 
1 2 2 3 5 2 3 0 5 2 8 3 7 
7 9 6 8 5 4 1 8 8 6 6 8 4 
4 6 8 9 7 3 8 6 9 8 3 5 9 
5 4 6 7 4 2 9 9 8 3 7 4 8 
89 
82 
48 
49 
93 
80 
80 
79 
66 
57 
67 
87 
29 
38 
36 
73 
50 
43 
80 
86 
76 
9 
8 
3 
3 
9 
7 
7 
7 
5 
4 
6 
9 
1 
1 
1 
6 
3 
2 
7 
8 
7 
r ~rL~.:17 
" 
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APPENDIX D (Continued) 
card Ideal 
no. A B c D E F G H I J K L M Total sort 
42. 6 2 8 9 3 9 8 9 7 6 7 4 9 87 9 
43. 5 4 3 5 6 4 3 4 2 3 1 2 5 47 2 
44. 0 3 2 3 6 3 3 6 2 3 0 2 4 37 1 
45. 9 9 3 6 8 8 7 6 4 4 5 8 6 83 8 
46. 3 1 1 1 5 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 23 0 
47. 3 7 6 8 6 8 9 3 9 5 9 9 1 83 8 
48. 7 4 9 6 1 4 6 1 8 4 6 5 0 61 5 
49. 7 2 3 6 5 1 6 6 1 7 0 5 4 53 4 
50. 6 7 5 1 1 2 6 2 1 4 9 9 5 58 4 
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APPENDIX E 
CONVERSION TABLE FOR TRANSFORMING SUMS OF DIFFERENCES2 
BETWEEN SORTS INTO PEARSONIAN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
D2 "r" D2 II r" D2 "r11 D2 llr II D2 "r II n2 "r" 
9 .99 248 • 70 487 .41 726 .12 965 -.17 1205 -.46 
17 .98 256 . 69 495 . 40 735 .11 974 -.18 1213 -.47 
25 .97 264 . 68 503 . 39 743 .10 982 -.19 1221 -.48 
33 .96 272 . 67 512 .38 751 . 09 990 -.20 1229 -.49 
41 .95 281 . 66 520 .37 759 .08 998 -. 21 1238 -.50 
50 .94 289 .65 528 .36 767 .07 1007 -.22 1246 -.51 
58 .93 297 . 64 536 .35 7~6 .06 1015 -.2~ 1254 -.52 66 .92 305 . 63 545 .34 7 4 .05 1023 -.2 1262 -.53 
74 .91 314 . 62 553 . 33 792 .o4 1031 -.25 1271 -.54 
82 .90 322 '. 61 561 . 32 800 .03 1040 -.26 1279 -.55 
91 .89 330 . 60 569 .31 809 .02 1048 -.27 1287 -.56 
99 . 88' 338 . 59 578 . 30 817 .01 1056 -. 28 1295 -.57 
107 .87 347 . 58 586 .29 825 .oo 1064 -.29 1304 -.58 
116 .86 355 .57 594 .28 833 -.01 1073 -.30 1312 -.59 
124 .85 363 • 56 602 .27 842 -.02 1081 -.31 1320 -.60 
132 .84 371 .55 611 .26 850 -.03 1089 -. 32 1328 -.61 
140 .83 380 .54 619 .25 858 -.04 1097 -.33 1337 -.62 
143 . 82 388 . 53 627 .24 866 -.05 1106 -.34 1345 -.63 
157 .81 396 . 52 635 .23 875 -.06 1114 -.35 1353 -.64 
165 . 80 404 . 51 644 .22 883 -.07 1122 -.36 1361 -.65 
173 . 79 412 . 50 652 .21 891 -.08 1130 -·3~ 1370 -.66 182 . 78 421 . 49 660 .20 899 -.09 1139 -·3 1378 -.67 
190 . 77 429 . 48 668 .19 908 -.10 1147 -.39 1386 -.68 
198 .76 437 . 47 677 .18 916 -.11 1155 -.40 1394 -.69 
206 .75 446 . 46 685 .17 924 -.12 1163 -.41 1403 -.70 
214 .74 454 .45 693 .16 932 -.13 1172 -.42 1411 -.71 
223 . 73 462 . 44 701 .15 941 -.14 1180 -.43 1419 -.72 
231 . 72 470 . 43 710 .14 949 -.15 1188 -.44 1427 -.73 
239 . 71 479 • 42 718 .13 957 -.16 1196 -.45 1436 -.74 
Distribution: 10 x 5 (Linear relationship between n2 and r) 
items on a ten point scale. 
~ (x - y) 2 < n2 2 Formula r 1 ___ _.__..., ________ = 1 -~ ,· or r= 1- Sum D : = - 2~ (x2 -NH2) K 2N6'2 
K, a constant, is 825 for the rectangular distribution of 
the Q-cards, i.e., 10 x 5 items. 
